We would like to have your thoughts on:
1 There were three parts to the spring directive. The second part sought to find out what respondents thought of public displays of mourning and grief. The third part asked them to write a one-day diary on a day of their choosing.
Mass Observation of the media culture of genetics: a long timeline

Media Resources
The directive materials yielded a map of media references, including books or artworks, which gave us a sense of the kind of mediascape with which contributors were engaging as they responded. In the directive we specifically asked:
'Where do you get your information from on these issues? Please provide as much detail as possible. Tell us about any films, television programmes, books or artworks that deal with these issues. What do you think of them? What news coverage, issues or stories about genetics have interested you most, or you have thought most significant?'
In some instances people gave us lists of media, such as that provided in the account from a septuagenarian part-time teacher who suggested that "A good balance to Marx and religion is to use your common sense and see what really happens and who pays for and governs the research findings". Her media corpus is extremely extensive (headings used respondent's own):
Modern artworks seem either gross or trivial as Johnson said of some poems. They are not frightening but some chap's ego trip or nauseating. Waccy baccy anyone?
TV Programmes
Well, they have to be ever so careful not to offend minorities and not to further inform animal rights terrorists who have closed a guinea pig farm, dug up a corpse, chucked lots of research abroad e.g. to Poland. They have to be careful not to offend religious hatred bills and directives.
They explain matters very well but it is hard to use bits in class. Fortunately even "X" girls can learn lots off the media including Satellites these days and I'm so glad. (A1292) In some responses, no reference to media was made at all, in others, respondents did not actually name the media source. For example, one contributor mentioned a film in which a face transplant had occurred. From their synopsis we interpreted this to be a reference to the feature film Face Off (1997). This respondent was connecting a news item on an actual face transplant that had occurred during the time of the directive (2006) and the prefiguring of this in fictional film in 1997. In some instances it wasn't possible to identify a specific version of a text, although a clear general reference was made. For example, there were multiple references to Brave New World and The Island of Dr Moreau, both of which have appeared as novels, radio plays, films and television programmes. References were also made to figures which originated in a specific media text but which have subsequently appeared across a variety of media. These included: Nazi science; Dr Frankenstein; and cloned humans. Figure 3 illustrates what we infer about MO respondents' attitudes as they were not asked to
give explicit binary or scalar responses to closed questions. The relative distribution of attitudes cannot be taken to be representative of the UK population as a whole, but we would argue that frequency of references to news coverage at the time of the directive itself, demonstrate that respondents drew links between what they understood as related areas of science across time and media formats. They evaluated media news sources as very different from novels and films, as resources for information and knowledge about genetic science and cloning. Nevertheless, novels, films and news stories emerging over a 74-year time line were interwoven and layered as resources in respondents' representations of these fields of science in the present, thus producing evidence of a mixed genre, longitudinal media culture of genetics and genomics.
Despite claims that the late twentieth and early twenty-first century had brought a genomic revolution or marked the beginning of a genetic era, there was little evidence of this amongst our respondents. Our analysis of the MO directive gave us instead a sense of the layers and mixed temporality of a genetic/genomic media culture unfolding over the 20 th Century. The directive provided detailed, nuanced and materially embedded responses, which add to an understanding of the resourcing of public-knowledge making about science. Indications of resistance to the directive, as well as resistance to genomics provide some insights into what might be thought of as uninvited or deliberately ignorant publics and different kinds of agency.
Corresponding Author Dr K O'Riordan k.oriordan@sussex.ac.uk, MFM University of Sussex, UK Hence, this investigation constitutes an important intervention in linking media specific studies of audiences with the ethnographic analysis of public engagement activities.
As noted previously the directive went out at the cusp of crucial changes in the media environment, just before the advent of mass use of social media, and also therefore prior to the emergence of on-line genetic testing. On-line testing and personal genome sequencing have been heralded as the next wave in the genetics revolution however, it is important to note that on-line testing is only a change of platform. Direct to consumer genetic testing had already been established through the Genographic Project, and other media orientated ancestry-testing projects that combined TV production with genomic research. Nonetheless, the imbrication of social media in the new consumer testing products would likely add another layer to the media culture of at least some MO respondents were we to reissue the directive ten years later.
Further, Twitter -whose stated mission is 'to give everyone the power to create and share ideas and information instantly, without barriers' was launched roughly concurrently with our MO directive and in the intervening ten years has been used extensively by academics, corporations, and pressure groups working in the field of genomics to disseminate information and critique rapidly and globally. In the light of such developments it is tempting to speculate that further investigation might yield more extensive evidence of direct experience of genomics and of some shifts in the range of media resources, although we suspect that MO respondents would still articulate their knowledge claims in a multi-layered fashion.
It would also be desirable to follow-up the directive since the establishment of Genomics England in the UK, and in the light of public discussions about genetic editing technologies (such as CRISPR) to investigate whether respondents' views on governance might have changed. However, against this, it is important to note that the making of genetics as the celebrity science of biology, and the promise that genomics will transform lives has also been repeated over time. It is also important to register that those epochs marked as different -the new genetics of the 1950s, the genome project of the 1980s and 1990s, and the genomics of the 21 st century -are not marked as distinct in respondents' personal media cultures of genomics. People connect cultural production through the 20 th and 21 st century in ways that make sense to them. However, in the ten years since the publication of our directive, UK citizens have witnessed scandals that have negatively impacted trust in both politicians and journalists so it would be interesting to explore the extent to which this would combine with the potential that social media provides for members of the public to feel more agentic in knowledge
